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Today in Hawai`i, the Bishop
Museum and over a dozen firms do
what might be termed CRM arc h e-
o l o g y, primarily for Section 106

reviews. While contract archeologists may be too
loose-knit to be considered a unified “commu-
n i t y,” they communicate more with each other
than they do with Native Hawaiians and other
i n t e rested groups. Outreach by archeologists and
i n t e rest by others has begun to change this situa-
t i o n .

Earlier in this century, two pioneers of arc h e-
ological investigation in Hawai`i operated diff e r-
ently amid the island communities. Bishop
M u s e u m ’s Kenneth Emory and John Stokes both
practiced generalist anthro p o l o g y, collecting ethno-
graphic information, re c o rding oral history, and
l e a rning to speak Hawaiian—all in addition to
re c o rding archeological sites. Some of their prac-
tices, such as collecting buri-
als and re c o rding a limited
range of information about
sites, now appear inappro p r i-
ate and obsolete, but Emory ’s
and Stokes’s careers still hold
lessons for today’s arc h e o l o-
gists. Although they were
scholars, these men did not
separate themselves from the
communities in which they
worked and accepted inform a-
tion off e red to them by non-
p rofessionals. Their friendly
relations with contemporary
Hawaiians helped advance
both their immediate goals
and the discipline of arc h e o l-
ogy in Hawai`i.

To d a y, CRM firms oper-
ate under competitive bidding conditions that
leave little or no time for community interaction.
Because of the pre s s u re of deadlines and the
absence of statewide policies or pro c e d u res for
involving the community, communication between
a rcheologists and the communities in which they
work occurs sporadically at best. In the context of
i n c reasing interest in sovereignty among Native
Hawaiians, which in part stems from, and re i n-
f o rces interest in, the ancient culture, this situa-

tion can be and has been perceived as evidence of
a rcheologists’ disre g a rd for Hawaiian understand-
ings of and attitudes toward the past.
A rcheologists can ill-aff o rd to let this remain the
case in a place where descendants of our subjects
still live on the land.

One area in which mechanisms do exist for
communication between archeologists and
Hawaiians is that of human burials. In 1990, the
state legislature passed an act establishing for
each island a Burial Council charged with re c o m-
mending treatment of human remains. This
e m p o w e red Native Hawaiians in an arena that
had previously been the domain of state and CRM
a rcheologists and opened official lines of commu-
nication among the parties. Archeologists often
end up mediating the interests of community
members and clients, a position that can lead to
g reater cooperation, but often involves discomfort .

In some cases, archeologists have worked with
cultural monitors suggested by Burial Councils, an
a rrangement that has fostered understanding
between CRM professionals and Native
H a w a i i a n s .

But governmental mandates do not re p re s e n t
the only way in which archeology is becoming
m o re enmeshed in the community. Bishop
Museum archeologists recently have made
advances in the areas of fieldwork part n e r s h i p s
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and public education. (See To n i
H a n ’s article that discusses
exhibiting partnerships in this
section.) On Maui, Bishop
Museum archeologists worked
closely with Lahaina Restoration
Foundation, using community
volunteers to help excavate. On
Moloka`i, the Museum’s last
t h ree projects have employed
Hawaiian activists during field-
work in an eff o rt to establish
c o n s t ructive dialogue with a
“tough audience” and expand
the pool of arc h e o l o g i c a l l y -
a w a re individuals on the island.
T h rough these pro j e c t s
Hawaiians who may once have
been adversaries of CRM professionals now act as
p a rtners, and networks are being established that
connect archeologists and community members.
As a result, sites may be better pro t e c t e d .

T h rough employment with CRM firm s ,
i n t e rnships sponsored by the Office of Hawaiian
A ffairs, in association with the University of
H a w a i ̀ i ’s Anthropology Department, as well as
t h rough community activism, an increasing num-
ber of Hawaiians are taking the initiative to
become “archeologically involved.” The Moloka`i
A rchaeology Series, monthly lectures and field
trips led by archeologists who have worked on the
island, has been organized by local residents inter-
ested in furthering public understanding of arc h e-
o l o g y. Each session draws 50 to 150
n o n - a rcheologists; guided tours include almost as
many participants, exposing many local re s i d e n t s
to both archeological theory and the field sites
themselves. On the archeologists’ end, the Society
for Hawaiian Arc h a e o l o g y ’s initiation last year of
an annual Archaeology Week, re p resents a new
a rena of outreach benefitting both arc h e o l o g i s t s
and the communities they serv e .

The area of publications, however, remains a
weak link in communication between arc h e o l o-
gists and others. CRM re p o rts consist primarily of
the technical volumes produced to satisfy con-
tracts; they are usually distributed only to clients
and State Historic Pre s e rvation Divisions.
Academic journal articles may be more accessible
p h y s i c a l l y, but do not speak to a lay audience. For
many islands, the only widely available published
materials are decades-old Bishop Museum mono-
graphs. Popular magazine articles rarely come
f rom archeologists, instead being the domain of
p rofessional writers who sometimes grasp neither
the subtleties of archeological interpretation or the
real constraints of CRM fieldwork. Newspaper art i-
cles and television news address contro v e r s i e s ,

p a rticularly between archeologists and Native
Hawaiians, and balanced coverage of arc h e o l o g y
in the news media is rare. In fact, the often sensa-
tionalist coverage has made many arc h e o l o g i s t s
w a ry of communicating outside their discipline,
exacerbating their problems with communities.

The practice of archeology outside of the
n o n - a rcheological community cannot continue
i n d e f i n i t e l y, and archeologists need to demonstrate
how their discipline contributes to the wider
world. Changes in the legal environment have
mandated dialogue between communities and
CRM professionals. Projects that voluntarily
involve Native Hawaiians in archeological work
re p resent one avenue that is increasingly well-
travelled, and growing public interest in the past
p rovides the opportunity to expand and re p l i c a t e
such eff o rts. Public outreach programs such as
A rchaeology Week and the Moloka`i Arc h a e o l o g y
Series show promise in educating those who may
not wish to be directly involved in doing arc h e o l-
o g y, but who remain interested in the findings.
With continued eff o rts, partnerships can be built
so that the practice of archeology may more
closely resemble the past, when arc h e o l o g i s t s
belonged to the community and the community
p a rticipated in arc h e o l o g y. Through encouraging
open communication, archeologists may avoid
repeating past mistakes that drove wedges
between themselves and communities.
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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